REMARKS 



Claims 1-1 1 are pending in the present application. Claims 1-1 1 were rejected 
under 35 U.S.C. §103(a), AppHcam has added new claims 12-16. 

Claims 1-7 were rejected under 35 U S.C. §i03(a) as being obvious over U.S. 
Patent No. 6,816,226 (Bouten) in view of U-S. Patent No- 4,390,245 (Sh.imiy.u . ei al). 

Claims 8-11 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 1 03(a) as being obvious over Boutoi. 
in view of Stiimizii and further in view of U.S. Patent Application Publication No, 
2003/0147038 (Lee, etaL,). 

.Applicant urges that the Examiner has failed to make out a prima facie case of 
obviousness for these rejections. To establish sl prima facie case of obviousness, three 
basic criteria must be met. First tJiere must be some suggestion or motivation, either in 
the references themselves or in the knowledge generally availabie to one of ordinary' skill 
in the art, to modify the reference or to combine reference teachings. Second, there must 
be a reasonable expectation of success. Finally, the combination of prior art references 
must teach or suggest all the claim limitations. The teaching or suggestion to make the 
claimed combination and the reasonable expectation of success must both be found in the 
prior art and not based on applicant's disclosure, 

I 01 the lea'^ons pitsented beUm \ppiKant uiges at the \ e!\ ieast, that these is no 
motuatton to tumbinc the icachin^s ol Buuten and Slumi/ii and that the Lombinauun 
Buulen and Shsrai/u tmh to disclose o ^uuLe^t j n i<i u'> a' vutt/v h)/f!nJ <)fi ///t. 
ifiMiIaliNg Mibstraii' cmd < ofiicH tifif^ the imakUing suhsttad la suppoiT ih iitMilaHiig 
suhurate, m herein contaitarea of the Sftacet^ eontacung the <iub&ttate heamm fatge a« 
the if'aars are kxated doset in a center of (he dispkn area, as recited m cljam 1, or a 
phirality of spcicers formed between the substrates and contacting the Hubstratea with 
dff^^rettt contact areas to support the svbstrates, as recited in claim 5. 
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The Examinef cited Bouten as disclosing a display device that can be used with a 
liquid crystal display that includes at least one substrate \vith a display area and a sealant 
The [ vanuiici concedes lhat Boiiicn Ji»i.-> nw\ (b^ciose a pliitahly of sputvrs . . . 
<<)}iiacnn}^ rhe ^{bsf/ah-s wilh ditfervm conicui meas to stippurt fhc siih\!r<ih's. . . 
.wherein anmii.t arcd of the sitctcers contacting the imhsnah' ht-ci>fm-\ lafifc (/\ (he 
sjxicef:s are located c/o.\cr to a center of the display area, as essentially rectted m claims 
I and 5, but then cites Shimizu as disclosing this limitation. 

Applicant respectfully disagrees with this interpretation of SMmizu . 

Shisai^ is directed to an optical display cell that uses an adhesive and adhesive- 
free spacers to maintain even tluckness. The section of Shimi.?" cited by the Exanuner 
discloses spacers (4) dispersed within a liquid crystal material to maintain a uniform 
distance between the substrates, artd an adhesive (5) for adhering the substrates 
positioned at the approximate center of the substrate. Applicant urges that the Examiner 
is apparently confusing the adhesive with the spacers, as the adhesive comprises particles 
that are larger in size than the spacers. However, the adhesives are not spacers and 
cannot contribute to maintaining the spacing between the substrates, and Shimizu 
discloses that the adhesives are intended to be pressed, as indicated by the general shapes 
of objects in FIGS. 1 and 2. Col. 2, lines 53-62, retb-s to a flattening of a curv-ed substrate 
to a separation maintained by the spacers, shown in FIOS 1 to 2, along with a flattening 
of the adhesive particle. In addition, Shimizu discloses the spacers as being particles with 
a diameter of about 6 um, thus there is no disclosure or suggestion in Shirnizu of spacers 
of differing contact area^ as essentially recited in claims 1 arrd 5. Furthermore, given that 
the spacers and adhesive perform difFering functions for SMmkuls display cell, there 
would be no motivation to combine the teachings of Shimizu with those of Bouten, and 
tMs combination would simply introduce adhesive particles into the center of Boutenls 
display substrate, not spacers witli an increased contact area. 

Thus, Applicant urges that since there is no motivation to combine the teachings 
of Bouten and Shimizu , and that tiie combination fails to disclose or suggest all 
lirailations of claims 1 and 5, these claims are not obvious over Bouten and Shimizu. 
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Reconsideradon and v\'ithdravval of these section 103 jejeclions are respecttiiliy 
requested. 

Claims 2-4 and 6-7 depend from claims 1 and 5, respectively, and are thus 
pateiitable for at least the same reasons as claims 1 and 5. Reconsideration and 
withdrawai of this rejection ai-e respectfully requested. 

Regarding claim 8, the Examiner acknowledged that Bouten antd Shinvtzu do not 
disclose combimng (he .suhsfnue.s wider a vacumn almo.'iphere, but cites Lee as 
disclosing this limitation. However, at the very least, for the reasons presented above in 
connection with independent claims 1 and 5, Bouten and Shimizu do not disclose or 
suggest /orw/;/j^ a plurality qfsfjacers on one of fwo stiJxstram . . . and c<mim:tmg the 
substrate with dij^rent contact areas to supporting the substrata, as recited in claim 8, 
and Lee does not rectify this deficiency. Since the combination of Boulen, Shimi/u, and 
Lee fails to disclose or suggest ail claimed limitations of claim 8, a prima facie case of 
obviousness of claim 8 over Bouten, .Shim.i..?.iU and Lee cannot be maintained, 
Reconsideration and withdrawal of tins section 103 rejection are respectfullv requested. 

Claims 9-11 depend from claim 8, and aie thus patentable for at least the same 
reasons as claim 8. Reconsideration and withdrawai of these rejections are respectfully 

requested. 

Applicant urges that new claims 12-16 are also patentable for at least the same 
reasons as independent claims 1 , 5, and 8. 
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CONCLUSION 



Applicant urges that claims 1-11 are in condition for allowance for at least the 
reasons stated. Early and favorable action on tliis case is respectfully requested. 



Respectf Uliy submitted, 



Dated; MieJi^JOOZ By; /David L.JHfeath / 

David I. I leath 
Reg. No, 46,763 
Attorney for Applicant 
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